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10108. Adulteration of milk. V. * % * v, Turner Ratrie. Plea of
guilty., Fine, $25. (F. & D No. 642—c.)

On July 18, 1921, the United States attorney for the District of Columbia,
acting upon a report by the Secretary of Agriculture, filed in the Police Court
of the District aforesaid an information against Turner Ratrie, Elkwood, Va.,
alleging shipment by said defendant, in violation of the Food and Drugs Act,
on June 14, 1921, from the State of Virginia into the District of Columbia,
of a quantity of milk which was adulterated.

Adulteration of the article was alleged in the information for the reason
that a certain substance, to wit, water, had been mixed and packed therewith
so as to reduce and lower and 1nJu11ously affect its quality.

On July 18, 1921, the defendant ‘entered a plea of guilty to the information.
and the court imposed a fine of $25.

C. W. PuGsLEY, Acting Secretary of Agriculture.

10109. Adulteration of sirup. V. * * v, Samuel Schulman. Col-
1ateral of $50 forfeited. (F & D. No. 643-c.)

On July 19, 1921, the United States attorney for the District of Columbia,
acting upon a report by the Secretary of Agriculture, filed in the Police Court
of the District aforesaid an information against Samuel Schulman, Washington,
D. C,, alleging that on July 7, 1921, the sald defendant did offer for sale and
sell in the District of Columbia, in violation of the Food and Drugs Act, a
quantity of sirup which was adulterated.

Adulteration of the article was alleged in the information for the reason
that it consisted in whole or in part of a filthy, decomposed, and putrid animal
or vegetable substance.

On July 19, 1921, the defendant having failed to enter an appearance, the
$50 collateral Wthh had been deposited by him to insure his appearance was
declared forfeited by the court.

C. W. PUGSLEY, Acting Secretary of Agricullure.

10110. Adulteration of pork meat. U. S. * * v, Old Dutch Market,
Inec. Plea of guilty. Fine, $¥00. (F. & D. No. 644—c.)

On August 8, 1921, the United States attorney for the District of Columbia,
acting upon a report by the Secretary of Agriculture, filed in the Police Court
of the District aforesaid an information against the Old Dutch Market, Inc.,
Washington, D. C., alleging that on July 29, 1921, the said company did offer
for sale and sell in the District of Columbia, in violation of the Food and Drugs

Act, a quantity of pork meat which was adulterated.
Adulteration of the article was alleged in substance in the information for

the reason that it consisted in whole or in part of a ﬁlthy, decomposed, and
putrid animal substance.

On August 8, 1921, a plea of guilty to the information was entered on behalf
of the defendant company, and the court imposed a fine of $100.

C. W. PuasLEY, Acting Secretary of Agriculture.

10111, Adulteration of candy. U. * v, Coluambus W. Henry.
Collateral' of $25 forfeited. (F & D No. 645—c.)

On August 9, 1921, the United States attorney for the District of Columbia,
acting upon a report by the Secretary of Agriculture, filed in the Police Court
of the District aforesaid an information against Columbus W. Henry, Washing-
ton, D. C., alleging that on July 19, 1921, the said defendant did offer for sale
in the District of Columbia, in® violation of the Food and Drugs Act, a quantity
of candy which was adulterated.

Adulteration of the article was alleged in the information for the reason
that it contained a putrid, decomposed, and filthy animal substance, to wit,
WOrms.

On August 9, 1921, the defendant having failed to enter an appearance, the
$25 collateral which had been- deposited by him to insure his appearance was
declared forfeited by the court.

C. W. PuasLEY, Acting Secretary of Agriculture.

10112, Adulteration of milk. V. S, * * v. A. Owen McLearen. Col-
Iateral of $25 forfeited. (F. & D No. 646—c.)

On August 9, 1921, the United States attorney for the District of Columbia,

acting upon a report by the Secretary of Agriculture, filed in the Police Court of

the District aforesaid an information against A. Owen McLearen, Washington,
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D. C., alleging shipment by said defendant, on July 23, 1921, in violation of the
Food and Drugs Act, from Catlett, in the State of Virginia, into the District of
Columbia, of a quantity of milk which was adulterated.

Adulteration of the article was alleged in the information for the reason thaf
a certain substance, to wit, water, had been mixed with the said article, thereby
reducing and lowering its quality and strength.

On August 9, 1921, the defendant having failed to enter an appearance, the
$25 collateral which had been deposited by him to insure his appearance was
declared forfeited by the court.

C. W. PucsiLEY, Acting Secretary of Agriculture.

10113. Adulteration of candy. S. * v. Hyman Siegel. Collat-
eral of $25 forfeited. (F & D, No 647—c)

On August 17, 1921, the United States attorney for the D1stnct of Columb:a,
acting upon a report by the Secretary of Agriculture, filed in the Police Court of
the District aforesaid an information against Hyman Siegel, Washington, D. C.,
alleging that on August 1, 1921, the said defendant did offer for sale and sell
in the District of Columbia, in violation of the Food and Drugs Act, a quantity of
candy which was adulterated.

Adulteration of the article was alleged in the information for the reason that
it consisted in whole or in part of a filthy, decomposed, and putrid animal sub-
stance.

On August 17, 1921, the defendant having failed to enter an appearance, the
$25 collateral which had been deposited by him to insure his appearance was
declared forfeited by the court.

C. W. PucgsLEY, Acting Secretary of Agriculture.

10114, Adulteration and misbranding of grape juaice. U. 8, * * * vy,
A. Schmidt Jr. & Bros. Wine Co., a Corporation. Plea of nolo
contendere. Fine, $20 and costs. (F. & D. No. 8358. I. S. Nos.
11035—m, 11103-m.)

On October 1, 1917, the United States attorney for the Northern District of
Ohio, acting upon a report by the Secretary of Agriculture, filed in the Dis-
trict Court of the United States for said district an information against the
A. Schmidt Jr. & Bros. Wine Co., a corporation, Sandusky, Ohio, alleging ship-
ment by said company, in violation of the Food and Drugs Act, on or about
June 20, 1916, from the State of Ohio into the State of Illinois, of quantities
of grape juice which was adulterated and misbranded. A portion of the arti-
cle was labeled in part, (bottle) ‘ One Quart. Juno Unfermented Grape Juice

* *” The remainder of the article was labeled in part, (bottle) “ Rex

B} and White Grape Juice * * * Rex Grape Juice Company Chicago.”

Analyses of samples of the article by the Bureau of Chemistry of this de-
partment showed that it ccntained added water.

Adulteration of the article was alleged in the information for the reason
that a substance, to wit, water, had been mixed and packed therewith so as
to lower, reduce. and injuriously affect its quality and for the further reason
that added water had been substituted in part for grape Julce which the said
article purported to be.

Misbranding was alleged for the reason that the statement, to wit, “ Grape
Juice,” berne on the labels attached to the bottles containing the said article,
regarding the article and the ingredients and substances contained therein,
and the statement, to wit, “ Rex Grape Juice Company Chicago,” borne on
the labels attached to a portion of the said bottles, were false and mislead-
ing in that they represented that the article consisted exclusively of grape juice
and that the said portion was manufactured by the Rex Grape Juice Co., of
Chicago, Ill., and for the further reason that the article was labeled as afore-
said so as to deceive and mislead the purchaser into the belief that it consisted
exclusively of grape juice and that a pcrtion thereof was manufactured by
the Rex Grape Juice Co., of Chicago. Ill., whereas, in truth and in fact, the
said article did not consist- exclusively of grape juice, but did cons'st of a
mixture composed in part of added water and the said portion was not manu-
factured by the Rex Grape Juice Co., of Chicago, Ill., but was manufactured by
the A. Schmidt Jr. & Bros. Wine Co., at Sandusky, Ohio.

On December 7, 1920, a plea of nolo eontendere to the information was en-
tered on behalf of the defendant company, and the court imposed a fine cf $20
and costs.

C. W. PUGSLEY, Acting Secretary of Agriculture.



